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How Banking Time intervention works 
in Turkish preschool classrooms for enhancing 
student–teacher relationships
Derya Sahin Asi* 
Introduction
Childhood, specifically the early years, has been considered as the unique period in 
which the quality of significant relationships is very critical to understand the develop-
ing child. According to attachment theory, sensitivity and responsiveness of primary 
caregiver, usually the mother, are significant components to meet the needs of the baby 
(Bowlby 1973; Ainsworth 1969, 1989). These two critical characteristics of the primary 
caregiver can promote a secure-based relationship between baby and mother. The qual-
ity of these kind relationships would have powerful effect in determining the quality of 
other relationships formed throughout whole life (Bowlby 1973; Ainsworth 1969, 1989; 
Ainsworth and Bowlby 1991; Sroufe 2000). Although attachment relationships have 
some distinguished characteristics, each has been shaped by earlier relationship experi-
ences. Sensitive and responsive nurturing style of the primary caregiver would guarantee 
the operation of secure-based attachment relationships that would also be important to 
reflect relationship perceptions into other relationships formed throughout life (Akister 
1998; Goldberg 2000).
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To understand patterns of these kinds of relationships, we need to focus on factors 
related to relationships rather than just focusing on individual problems (Hinde 1991; 
Stevenson-Hinde 1990; see Hortaçsu 2003). Therefore, it is needed to evaluate differ-
ent components of relationships (Akister 1998; Goldberg 2000; Hinde 1991; Steven-
son-Hinde 1990) and to realize processes and context in which every relationship has 
been formed (Ford and Lerner 1992; Kagitcibasi 2000; Miller et al. 2002; Sameroff and 
McDonough 1994). In other words, the nature of those relationships should be rec-
ognized to reveal specific patterns of them rather than focusing on a specific problem 
(Miller et al. 2002).
Mutual relationships, as usual, begin in family systems. Since young children can form 
more than one close relationship, they can also have secure relationships with other 
adults. From the beginning of early years, teachers are usually seen as the first ones 
who give such critical support for children among other adults. While children need to 
have close relationships with their teachers, teachers may also have positive attributions 
regarding emotional ties and relationships they form with children in their classrooms 
(Honig 1998; Pianta and Hamre 2001a). Teachers have quite good opportunities to inter-
act with children during instruction and make critical contributions to shape their life-
long developmental process (Anderson et al. 2004) They may help children to improve 
their competencies by means of many opportunities based on relationship context 
(Pianta 1998; Pianta and Hamre 2001a). For example; responding to child’s signals sensi-
tively, giving appropriate feedbacks on time, encouraging his/her problem skills against 
frustrations may help to enhance child–teacher relationships and to enrich learning 
opportunities of children as well (Pianta and Hamre 2001a; Sabol and Pianta 2012).
There are studies indicating that supportive child–teacher relationships may serve a 
protective function from the beginning of early years of life just like in positive relation-
ships children experienced with their parents (Pianta 1998; Anderson et al. 2004; Sabol 
and Pianta 2012). Therefore, the preschool years should be considered as a critical period 
in which teachers can form positive relationships with children as well as a time to estab-
lish their teaching roles and styles (Hamilton and Howes 1992; Pianta 1998). Healthy 
early relationships can determine the quality of the relationships established with teach-
ers in the future and have contributions for the acquisition of complex social skills of 
children and also academical success (Howes et al. 1988, 1994, 2003; Pianta and Nimetz 
1991; Pianta 1998; Kesner 2000).
As positive child–teacher relationships have powerful impact on social and emotional 
development of children, there is a strong need to improve those relationships specifi-
cally from preschool period which is usually the first time children come together with 
adults different than their primary caregivers (Pianta 1998; Sabol and Pianta 2012). For 
this reason, teachers can be seen as the reference point to form positive relationships 
and to start a process for stronger communication (Pianta 1998; DeJames 2001). There-
fore, the potential supportive relationships with children can possibly be enriched using 
a relationship-based intervention, so that children could be more competent in terms of 
social, emotional, and academical aspects (Weissberg et al. 2003; Pianta 1998). Although 
relationship-based interventions have been mainly used for supporting family relation-
ships and dynamics, for the last 25 years, there are efforts to enhance child–teacher rela-
tionships and classroom interactions in general. However, there is an increasing need 
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to do research about this issue to reflect the results coming from different contexts into 
practice (Howes et al. 2004; Kim and Mahoney 2005; Pianta 1998).
The main aim of this study was to improve child–teacher relationships in preschool 
period using a relationship-based intervention program called as “Banking Time” which 
is identified as the leading intervention program in this field to enhance child–teacher 
relationships (Pianta 1997; Pianta and Hamre 2001a, b, c). It is an enrichment program 
of relationships between teachers and children via face to face sessions initiated by 
teachers. In their study of Driscoll and Pianta (2010) reported that teachers participated 
in Banking Time intervention groups had reported more positive perceptions about chil-
dren in their classrooms. In the current study, the effectiveness of Banking Time inter-
vention was examined with a group of Turkish preschoolers and their teachers. There 
were two main questions in this study; the first one was to consider whether there would 
be significant difference between the experimental (intervention) and the control group 
(no intervention) in terms of teacher’s perceptions about the relationships formed with 
their students. The second question was related to student’s perceptions about the 
relationships formed with their teachers that if there would be a significant difference 
between experimental and control groups. In this study, it was hypothesized that the 
intervention would improve relationship perceptions of children and teachers in the 
experimental group. Additionally, we expected to find significant differences between 
boys and girls in their relationships with their teachers. Teacher behavior towards young 
children has been found to vary with gender of children. (Kesner 2000; Honig 1998; 
Murray and Murray 2004; see Hagekull and Hammarberg 2004). Thus, possible gender 
differences were also assessed in this study.
Method
Participants
Five- (46.9% girls, 53.1% boys) and 6 (43.2% girls, 56.8% boys)-year-old children attend-
ing a full-time private preschool in one of the biggest cities situated in the west of part 
of Turkey, and their teachers participated in this study. Children had no developmental 
delays or dysfunctions which was decided based on either having official documentation 
for special needs or teachers’ own observations and reports. Teachers were all females 
and graduated from vocational high school specialized in child development and educa-
tion. They were working in that preschool for at least a year and teaching the same group 
of children for at least 3 months.
There were four teachers and 57 preschool children for the experimental group and 
4 teachers and 50 children for the control group. However, three students in the exper-
imental group and eleven students in the control group had to be excluded from the 
dataset because of attendance problems of those students. At the final phase, analysis 
was conducted based on 4 teachers and 54 children in the experimental group and 4 
teachers and 39 children in the control group. In that school, there were two sections for 
5- and 6-year-old children named as A, B, C, and D. Groups A and B were included in 
the experimental group (4 teachers and 54 children) and groups C and D were recruited 
for the control group (4 teachers and 39 children). In the experimental group, there were 
22 girls and 32 boys; 20 girls and 19 boys in the control group.
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The reason why this preschool participated in the present study was that there were 
many classes available in different ages and class sizes were relatively small. The cur-
riculum of the school was combined with active learning, multiple intelligences and pro-
ject approach. When the principal was first interviewed, it was clear to understand that 
she was highly motivated to be included in such an intervention program for enhancing 
child–teacher relationships. Teachers of that school also showed a willingness to partici-
pate in this study. Their enthusiasm convinced the researcher that these teachers would 
be able to comply with carrying out this intervention program. To prevent control group 
teachers from learning techniques taught to experimental group teachers and/or to 
reduce possible biases of such an implementation in that school, teachers were randomly 
recruited into either experimental or control groups after pretest period was completed. 
Teachers of group A and B were included in Banking Time intervention, groups C and D 
were recruited in control group. Teachers in the experimental group agreed on a consent 
that they would not share and/or talk about their experiences with this implementation. 
Both groups of teachers were also informed that the control group teachers were also 
going to be trained in the intervention procedures after the initial data collection period 
ended.
Instruments
In this study, “Students, Teachers and Relationship Support (STARS)” (Pianta and 
Hamre 2001a, b, c) manual was used as the main instrument. The “Banking Time” is 
included in this manual together with other assessment tools and monitoring devices 
to evaluate the effectiveness of the intervention. Banking Time intervention, assessment 
tools and monitoring devices are described as below.
Banking Time (BT) (Pianta ve Hamre 2001b)
In this intervention, the critical point is to save shared positive experiences in a relation-
ship between the student and the teacher. By this way, both the student and the teacher 
could use their saved resources to solve potential problems and/or to handle stressful 
situations easily. This kind of effective interaction style would make their relationship 
stronger through time. Banking Time is assumed to be used effectively with a wide range 
of age group, starting from the preschool period to the end of primary grades. In this 
method, the student and the teacher spend specific time together individually at least 
once a week for 5–15 min. This period is called “session” and arranged differently than 
any other occasions in which both parties come together for instruction or group activi-
ties during daily schedule. Before the sessions start, teacher plans date, time and place 
of the sessions with each of children in the class. During the sessions, the student is 
allowed to choose any activity she/he wants to do, while the teacher is using some spe-
cific techniques to better understand and interpret the process. During Banking Time 
sessions, the teacher makes observations, narrates the student’s play either by imitating 
the play or reflecting speech of the student, labels emotions of the student as well as 
her/his own emotions, and improves themes to support the power of relationship based 
on the needs of the student. Thus, we aimed to increase positive experiences of child 
and teacher through personal time spent together. Hopefully, this can prevent potential 
problems and help them solving problems more effectively.
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Student–Teacher Relationship Scale (STRS) (Pianta 2001)
This is a self-report Likert-type instrument including 28 items. It is labeled as a valid 
and reliable measurement tool for teachers to specify his/her perceptions about a spe-
cific relationship with a particular child in his/her class. It can be used for preschool 
children through third grade. After a series of validation studies (Pianta 1998, 2001), the 
scale has taken its final form based on three factors and those have been identified as 
subscales which are conflict, closeness, and dependency. In addition to these factors, a 
total score is calculated including all of those dimensions to represent how the teacher 
perceives that relationship in general. Conflict subscale identifies the degree of conflict 
that the teacher perceives with a particular child in their relationship. The closeness sub-
scale specifies to what extent teacher perceives closeness about that particular child and 
dependency subscale describes the degree of dependency that the teacher identifies in 
the relationship. Finally, total score shows the degree of how teacher perceives the rela-
tionship as positively with that particular child.
In the present study, to test both the validity and the reliability scores of the STRS 
in Turkish culture, data were collected from different sample groups other than the 
original data collected. Considering construct validity, data obtained from Turkish pre-
school teachers (N = 531) showed that there was a concordance with the original valida-
tion studies. Original test–retest reliability coefficients of subscales were demonstrated 
as 0.92 for conflict, 0.88 for closeness and 0.76 for dependency and 0.89 for the total 
score. For testing reliability, eighty five preschool teachers were asked to complete STRS, 
Internal reliability coefficients indicated 0.92 for conflict, 0.86 for closeness, and 0.64 
for dependency subscales and 0.89 for the total score. In the present study, test–retest 
reliability coefficients were also calculated with the same group of preschool teachers 
(N = 85) with 2  weeks interval. Test–retest reliability coefficients were found 0.90 for 
conflict subscale, 0.82 for closeness subscale, and 0.55 for dependency subscale, and 0.87 
for total score. Internal reliability Cronbach alphas were found as 0.84 for conflict sub-
scale, 0.80 for closeness subscale, 0.72 for dependency subscale, and 0.86 for the total 
score.
Semi‑Structured Play Interview (SPI) (Pianta and Hamre 2001c)
This is a semi-structured interview in which a small size classroom illustration and vari-
ous dolls representing the teacher and peer figures are used to create classroom model. 
The interview aims to understand how the child perceives the relationship with his/her 
teacher via asking specific questions like “What happens next if two children are fight-
ing in the class?” During the interviews, children are also asked whether or not they 
could evaluate teacher’s view using various probes based on the answers of the children. 
However, in the present study, classroom illustration, teacher and student dolls were not 
used because those tools distracted young children’s attention during pilot interviews 
which was conducted with another group of children different from the original sam-
ple. Data obtained from interviews were transcribed and a scoring system ranging from 
one to three points was developed based on answers of children. According to this scor-
ing system, the child gets one point if the answer reflects the negative relationship per-
ception with the teacher, two points reflecting neutral answers or answers that do not 
involve emotional intensity, and three points if the child perceives and expresses a close 
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relationship. The higher the score student gets the more positively perceives the relation-
ship. The scoring system was developed by the researcher (developmental psychologist), 
one clinical psychologist and also another developmental psychologist. Inter-rater reli-
ability was calculated as 85% based on 30% of total protocols.
BT activity schedule (Pianta ve Hamre 2001b)
This is a form including some details about the interview such as date, time, place, type 
of activity, etc. It is completed by the teacher for every BT session teacher conducted 
with a particular child. This is one of the main resources for monitoring the whole pro-
cess of the intervention.
BT feedback form (Pianta and Hamre 2001b)
This is another feedback form that is asked to be completed by teachers for each child 
for every five to six sessions. It aims to follow improvements in the relationship through 
the intervention process.
Procedure
Before started, the head and all of the participant teachers of the school were briefly 
informed about the aim, the duration and the process of the study by the researcher. 
Then, the parents and the children were informed about the study after getting official 
permissions. The researcher was introduced to children via classroom teacher with 
whom they were going to interview individually. All of the participant children either 
they were in experimental or control group were interviewed simultaneously using SPI 
to prevent the potential biases. After student interviews, all of the participant teachers 
were asked to complete STRS to report their relationship perceptions with each stu-
dent in their classes. After the pretests completed, teachers in the experimental group 
were trained by the researcher about systems approach, attachment theory, the powerful 
impact of positive child–teacher relationships on socio-emotional development of chil-
dren and Banking Time intervention. The 10 h of five-training sessions was completed in 
5 days. The sessions included: researcher-led interactive presentations, discussions, role 
playing and teacher feedbacks. At the end of the training period, teachers were asked to 
reflect principles and techniques of intervention into their relationships with each child 
during BT sessions. Teachers conducted 10-min sessions twice a week with every child 
in their classes. Experimental group teachers conducted at least 22 sessions with each 
student, so that every child could have a chance to take the advantage of BT intervention 
equally. During this process, the researcher and teacher of every class met once a week 
to monitor and evaluate the sessions together based on activity schedule and feedback 
forms. After the intervention implementation ended, posttests were conducted using 
SSPI and STRS for teachers.
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Findings
Quantitative findings regarding STRS scores of teachers and SSPI scores of preschooler 
children
To determine whether Banking Time had a significant effect on children’s relationship 
perceptions in the experimental group, ANOVA for repeated measures was conducted. 
As shown in Table 1, the results revealed that interaction effect between pretest–post-
test and experimental–control groups was significant in terms of questions 1 and 3 
(Wilk’s Λ = 0.945, F(1.91) = 5.334, p < 0.05, Wilk’s Λ = 0.931, F(1.91) = 6.792, p < 0.05, 
Wilk’s Λ = 0.882, F(1.91) = 12.153, p < 0.01). The main effect for pretest–posttests was 
found significant considering the questions 2, 7, and 8 (Wilk’s Λ = 0.955, F(1.91) = 4.313, 
p < 0.05, Wilk’s Λ = 0.956, F(1.91) = 4.211, p < 0.05, Wilk’s Λ = 0.950, F(1.91) = 4.743, 
p < 0.05). In sum, when the results of this analysis were examined in terms of the total 
score of Semi-Structured Play Interview, pretest–posttest scores of the experimental and 
control groups differed significantly. Specifically, relationship perceptions of experimen-
tal group children were significantly improved compared with those of control group 
children.
Table 1 ANOVA for  repeated measures based on  pretest–posttest mean scores 
of experimental and control groups children for SPI
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01
Wilk’s Λ F df p
SPI-1
 Pre–posttest 0.991 0.836 1.91 0.363
 Pre–posttest × experimental–control 0.945 5.334* 1.91 0.023
SPI-2
 Pre–posttest 0.955 4.313* 1.91 0.041
 Pre–posttest × experimental–control 0.988 1.115 1.91 0.294
SPI-3
 Pre–posttest 1.000 0.002 1.91 0.961
 Pre–posttest × experimental–control 0.931 6.792* 1.91 0.011
SPI-4
 Pre–posttest 1.000 0.040 1.91 0.841
 Pre–posttest × experimental–control 0.983 1.548 1.91 0.217
SPI-5
 Pre–posttest 1.000 0.001 1.91 0.978
 Pre–posttest × experimental–control 0.976 2.240 1.91 0.138
SPI-6
 Pre–posttest 0.983 1.615 1.91 0.207
 Pre–posttest × experimental–control 0.964 3.351 1.91 0.070
SPI-7
 Pre–posttest 0.956 4.211* 1.91 0.043
 Pre–posttest × experimental–control 0.973 2.483 1.91 0.119
SPI-8
 Pre–posttest 0.950 4.743* 1.91 0.032
 Pre–posttest × experimental–control 0.975 2.357 1.91 0.128
SPI-T
 Pre–posttest 0.963 3.487 1.91 0.065
 Pre–posttest × experimental–control 0.882 2.153** 1.91 0.001
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Considering teacher’s relationship perceptions, ANOVA for repeated measures was 
conducted to see if there would be a considerable difference between the two groups. 
As shown in Table 2, the pretests–posttests main effect was significant for all subscales 
(conflict, closeness and dependency) and the total score of Student–Teacher Relation-
ship Scale (Wilk’s Λ = 0.751, F(1.91) = 30.144, p < 0.01, Wilk’s Λ = 0.796, F(1.91) = 23.314, 
p < 0.01, Wilk’s Λ = 0.905, F(1.91) = 9.548, p < 0.01, Wilk’s Λ = 0.648, F(1.91) = 49.441, 
p < 0.01). The mean scores of the both groups (experimental and control) were improved 
in posttests more significantly than pretests, but there was no significant improvement 
considering the interaction effect for pretests–posttests. Banking Time intervention did 
not have a considerable effect on improving the relationship perceptions of teachers in 
experimental group compared to control group.
Gender was also tested within this study. Results indicated that there were no signifi-
cant gender differences between experimental and control group children both regarding 
Semi-Structured Play Interview scores of children and Student–Teacher Relationship Scale 
scores of teachers. When we only consider gender of the experimental group of children, 
we also did not find any significant differences between the mean scores of boys and girls.
Qualitative findings regarding the effectiveness of Banking Time intervention
Banking Time feedback forms completed by teachers were also evaluated to reveal 
whether or not teachers found BT as a useful intervention to improve child–teacher 
relationships. Results showed that experimental group teachers identified BT as an effec-
tive program to improve interactions between children and teachers (see Fig. 1).
Those are below statements of experimental group teachers referring to what extent 
they perceived BT as useful. One of the 5-year-old group teacher said:
“Yes, it’s useful. Her self-expression is strong but she was not so close to me. These 
sessions improved our relationship. She is more close to me, talkative and full of love 
ever than before. At the beginning of the sessions, she was waiting for my guidance, 
she was a little bit inhibited but she feels more confident about herself. She decides 
and does what she wants to.”
Table 2 ANOVA for  repeated measures based on  pretest–posttest mean scores 
of experimental and control groups teachers for STRS
** p < 0.01
Wilk’s Λ F df p
STRS-conflict
 Pre–posttest 0.751 30.144** 1.91 0.000
 Pre–posttest × experimental–control 0.989 1.044 1.91 0.310
STRS-closeness
 Pre–posttest 0.796 23.314** 1.91 0.000
 Pre–posttest × experimental–control 0.992 0.776 1.91 0.381
STRS-dependency
 Pre–posttest 0.905 9.548** 1.91 0.003
 Pre–posttest × experimental–control 0.985 1.397 1.91 0.240
STRS-total
 Pre–posttest 0.648 49.441** 1.91 0.000
 Pre–posttest × experimental–control 0.995 0.415 1.91 0.521
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For her another student she said:
“He appears warm but not so much. These sessions made possible to let him know I 
would be happy to spend time with him. Also he begins to be open in our relation-
ship and more self-confident. One day he was looking for his other pair of shoes and 
told me he couldn’t find it. I said I could help him. We started to look for it together 
and then we found it. He was patient and warmer than before. If it happened in the 
past, I could possibly say ‘Look for carefully, you will find it’. This is more positive 
treatment on the behalf of student”.
Another teacher stated the usefulness of BT like below:
“Yes, I think it’s useful. Sometimes it could be hard for him to express himself in our 
relationship. It is easier now to do that for him because of the sessions. Our relation-
ship is warmer and closer than before. One day he was the day of the student in 
the class to help me in distributing worksheets to his classmates. At first he was not 
willing to do that. Then I looked at his face and we came eye to eye. Suddenly he told 
that he could help them. We both feel comfortable with his behavior.”
To evaluate how children perceived relationships with their teachers during BT ses-
sions, an additional question “What do you think about special sessions that you have 
done with your teacher?” was asked to experimental group children while interview-
ing with Semi-Structured Play Interview during data collection in the posttest period. 
The aim was to find out feelings of the children and their thoughts during sessions by 
probing.
The statements expressed by the experimental group children from different ages.
Student 1:  Drawing
Researcher:  How do you feel?
Student 1:  Very nice
Researcher:  Why do you feel like that?
Student 1:  Because I like sessions too much, we are drawing, playing with toys…
Researcher:  So what makes you feel “very nice” in these sessions?
Student 1:  Teacher can help us, she couldn’t help during classroom activities, but she 
can help during the sessions.
Fig. 1 Percentages of teacher’s reports in experimental group about usefulness of Banking Time
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Student 2:  It is very good, because I play with the toys and I can spend my time with 
my teacher together
Researcher:  How do you feel in these sessions?
Student 2:  I feel very nice. I spend time with my teacher and I can see her easily.
Student 3:  Good thing
Researcher:  Why do you think it is a good thing?
Student 3:  You can do whatever you want for 10 min
Researcher:  Else?
Student 3:  I am drawing, playing chess for example
Researcher:  How do you feel in these sessions?
Student 3:  Very good
Researcher:  Why?
Student 3:  Because I feel happy and classroom is quite and I am alone with my 
teacher
Researcher:  Is it important to be alone with the teacher?
Student 3:  Yes, I love my teacher too much.
In summary, it was seen that both children and teachers identified BT intervention as 
a useful program. It was clear to see that specifically children were more benefited from 
BT sessions.
Discussion
The main aim of the present study was to evaluate the effectiveness of Banking Time 
intervention in improving and enhancing relationships between children and teach-
ers in preschool period. It was hypothesized that Banking Time would be an effective 
intervention to achieve this goal. It was clearly seen that Banking Time has improved the 
relationship perception of experimental group children rather than the control group. 
It is reasonable to say that the intervention can be used effectively to improve student–
teacher relationships for promoting positive interactions. Similarly, in their case study, 
McIntosh et  al. (2000) used Teacher–Child Interaction Therapy, a relationship-based 
program, focusing on child–teacher relationships. They found that children engaged 
in that program had more positive interactions and less maladaptive behaviors ever 
than before. Similarly, Denham and Burton (1996) reported that after a 32-week period 
which aimed to improve relationships and social skills of children, children showed sig-
nificant improvements in those areas. Additionally, Anderson et  al. (2004) stated that 
school commitment and academic success of children were improved based on a mul-
tidimensional intervention model called “Check & Connect” which emphasizes the 
importance of school, teacher and parent collaboration in enhancing close relationships. 
In the current study, teachers in the control group showed an improvement as much 
as the experimental group did. This may be because of some potential influences such 
as being in the same institution, completing STRS in the direction of desired answers, 
etc. Another possibility is that during the whole implementation process both groups of 
teachers were effortful to improve their relationships with their students to contribute 
well-being of children better. However, children in the control group did not indicate 
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such an improvement with their teachers. The critical point was the absence of inter-
vention in the control group. This may well account for why the control group children 
did not report positive improvement in their perceptions of relationships formed with 
their teachers. The teachers in the control group may somehow have been affected by 
intervention implementation since they reported that they have changed their relation-
ship perceptions. However, this was not reflected in their behaviors. For this reason, 
control group children did not perceive any improvement in their relationship patterns 
with their teachers. In a study by implementing Banking Time intervention, Driscoll 
and Pianta (2010) found that children were reported as having fewer problem behav-
iors, being more competent and task oriented by their teachers after intervention. How-
ever, in that study, findings were only based on teacher reports; no other measures were 
used to evaluate the effectiveness of intervention such as interviews or observations. The 
strength of the current study was to conduct interviews with children to reveal relation-
ship perceptions of them with their teachers. Thus, the results indicated how Banking 
Time intervention was effective on relationship perceptions of the experimental group 
children.
Various studies examining the effects of student gender on child–teacher relationships 
indicated that girls have had more positive relationships than boys with their teachers 
contrary to the findings obtained in the current study (Birch and Ladd 1997, 1998; Kes-
ner 2000; Murray and Murray 2004). The findings of no gender differences may be the 
result of small sample size. Large sample sizes might reveal potential gender differences.
Keeping academical functions rather than focusing on social and emotional processes 
may lead to damage in the functionality of children. It is obvious to see that social and 
academical functions are highly inter-related components regarding student–teacher 
relationships (Pianta 2003). It seems that it is essential to create “responsive classroom 
settings” in which cultural, social, emotional, psychological and academical needs of 
children should be considered by means of interventive and preventive programs in 
collaboration with practitioners and academicians (Elias et al. 2003; Elliott et al. 2003; 
Kratochwill and Shernoff 2004). Therefore, it has been strongly emphasized that strat-
egies and programs based on that kind of collaboration should be put into practice 
(Pianta 1998, 2003; Domitrovich and Greenberg 2003; Lochman 2003; Lynn et al. 2003). 
To achieve this goal, it is also important to train preservice and inservice teachers as 
well as professionals working with children in school settings to have such an impor-
tant viewpoint. Intervention programs in collaboration with schools, parents, civil soci-
ety institutions and other official institutions would be effective in handling problems 
in specifically educational settings. As indicated by Anderson et al. (2004), multidimen-
sional and multimodal interventions in collaboration with children, school staff and also 
parents would influence attachment to the school, and improve positive and supportive 
relationships.
In addition to multidimensional and collaborative approaches, prevention and inter-
vention programs should be consistent and appropriate for the developmental needs of 
children to be effective. Specifically, at-risk children should be targeted to include these 
kinds of intensive intervention programs from the early period of their lives (see Weiss-
berg et al. 2003; Noam and Hermann 2002; Lynn et al. 2003). However, such interven-
tions should be used not only for the children who have relationship problems but also 
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for the rest of the children in the classroom. By this way, each student in the classroom 
could have an opportunity to be benefited from such an intervention for enhancing rela-
tionships. It would also be useful for prevention of potential problems that can appear 
in the future (Lynn et  al. 2003; Pianta 1998). Individual level relationships consisting 
closeness and support are preferable for sustaining positive child–teacher relation-
ships  otherwise it would not be efficient trying to spread classroom level interventions 
specifically higher grades (Rucinski et al. 2017). Since there is dearth of studies using sys-
tematical programs to improve relationships between teachers and children specifically 
in preschool period, it is obvious that there is a need to do various researches specifi-
cally within different cultural contexts to put new interventions into practice and also to 
examine current ones to see possible effects (Anderson et al. 2004). It seems necessary to 
confirm how to enrich and increase effectiveness of current programs based on develop-
mental theories to ensure the validity of those programs (Lochman 2003; Domitrovich 
and Greenberg 2003).
The case is similar in Turkish sample; although there is no systematical intervention 
study to improve relationships between preschoolers and teachers, some researchers 
evaluated the impact of different interventions. In one of the leading studies, Kagitcibasi, 
Sunar and Bekman conducted an intervention study called “Early Support Project” 
through a 10-year period between the years 1982 and 1992 to see if mother training has 
been effective on cognitive, social and personality development of children coming from 
low socioeconomic status as well as preschool education (see Kagitcibasi 2000). They 
found that specifically mother training was not only effective on the development of 
those areas but also it has improved the relationship pattern between children and their 
mothers. In a recent study with a Turkish sample, the researchers examined the effec-
tiveness of PATHS intervention which focuses on building a supportive environment to 
develop self-regulation, emotion regulation, positive peer relationships and children’s 
social competence in general. As parallel to the findings of the current study, researchers 
found no significant differences between the PATHS intervention and control groups. 
However, intervention group children reported more positive relationships with their 
teachers (Greenberg et  al. 2017). There are also other studies conducted to improve 
social skills of children with and without developmental delays (Ciftci and ve Sucuo-
glu 2003; see Cetin et al. 2002). To examine short-time and long-time effectiveness of a 
well-known prevention/intervention program “Interpersonal Cognitive Problem Solving 
Skills (ICPS)” developed by Shure (2001), different studies have been conducted in Turk-
ish sample and reported as an effective program to improve alternative problem solving 
skills of preschoolers (Dinçer and Güneysu 1997; Ogulmus 2001; Anliak 2004). This kind 
of preventive/intervention programs would be effective when they are integrated into 
the ongoing preschool curriculum.
In the current study, one of the rare systematical intervention programs, Banking 
Time, was used to evaluate its effectiveness to improve student–teacher relationships in 
the preschool period in a Turkish sample. The results showed that Banking Time was an 
effective intervention to improve relationship perception of children. Although it was 
found as an effective intervention, better results can be obtained if it would be integrated 
into the ongoing curriculum and implemented in a consistent manner by teachers. It 
is assumed that both teachers and professionals working with children in the school 
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settings would realize the importance of protective mental health issues more with an 
increasing use of such intervention studies. Additionally, child–teacher relationships 
enhanced by Banking Time intervention would be helpful to save positive experiences 
and to solve individual problems as well as potential problems in the classroom which, in 
turn, may also lead to promotion of social skills of children to create positive classroom 
climate in general.
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